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Reply to Office action of September 2, 2004 

REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

In the Office action dated September 2, 2004 all of the 
pending claims were rejected over Pantus, U.S. Patent No. 
5,831,529. Specifically, claims 11 - 13 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Pantus and claims 1-10 
and 14 - 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pantus. 

By this Amendment, Applicant has amended claims 1, 11 and 
14 and added claims 17 and 18. Reconsideration and 

reexamination are hereby requested for claims 1-18 that are 
now pending in this application. Claims 1, 11 and 14 are 
independent . 

Claims 1, 11 and 14 are directed toward an "optical 
turnstile" for or "a method" of "monitoring or controlling the 
flow of persons through a gateway or passageway." To this end, 
the claims recite "optical guides" to "delimit" a "gangway" or 
"passageway, " where the gangway or passageway is "of suitable 
size for a person to walk through it." Claims 1, 11 and 14 have 
been amended to explicitly recite the previously implicit 
limitation that a "gangway" or "passageway" as set forth in the 
claims is of sufficient size such that a person may, for 
example, walk though it. Given the well known definitions of 
gangway and passageway, this is not a limiting amendment but is 
instead made to emphasize that Applicant is indeed claiming a 
gangway or passageway as those terms are generally understood. 

Pantus, in contrast, is directed to a protection mechanism 
for a motion detector. Specifically, Pantus incorporates light 
guides 3-1 that project a beam of light over a window 4 covering 
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the motion detector 5. Another set of light guides 3-2 receives 
the beam projected over the window. Thus, if an intruder 
attempts to obstruct (e.g., using spray paint) or break the 
glass (e.g., using a hammer), the paint or hammer will interrupt 
the beam immediately above the glass. In this way, the system 
may detect an attempt to compromise the motion detector 5. See 
Figures 2 and 3 and column 3 at lines 1-20. 

In response to the remarks in Applicant's Preliminary 
Amendment concerning the above distinctions, the Examiner states 
at paragraph 5 of the Office action that " Pantus clearly 
discloses that the motion detector (5) is activated and enable 
generation of alarm whenever an intruder (a person) enters the 
location where the surveillance is installed." The Examiner's 
reference here to the motion detector 5 as meeting the 
limitations of Applicant's claims does not take into 
consideration the explicit limitations in the claims. Namely, 
that the optical guides delimit a gangway or passageway that is 
of suitable size for a person to pass through. 

As discussed above, Pantus discloses two separate 
components: a motion detector 5 and a protection mechanism 
(including light guides 3-1 and 3-2) for protecting the motion 
detector 5. While the motion detector 5 is used to detect when 
a person enters a location under surveillance, this surveillance 
location is not delimited by the light guides 3-1 and 3-2. 
Rather, the light guides 3-1 and 3-2 delimit a small area 
immediately next to the motion detector 5 where the waves from 
the motion detector pass through the window 4. The light guides 
3-1 and 3-2 do not delimit the motion detector beam once the 



-9- 



Appln No. 10/683,802 

Airtdt date February 2, 2005 

Reply to Office action of September 2, 2004 

beam leaves the leaves the housing 1. In fact such delimiting 
is undesired in Pantus . To obtain a wide surveillance area, 
Pantus requires that the beam spreads out in an unrestricted 
manner after the beam leaves the housing 1. Thus, the light 
guides 3-1 and 3-2 do not delimit the location under 
surveillance through which a person passes. 

Moreover, the space between light guides 3-1 and 3-2 cannot 
be construed as a gangway. It is well known that motion sensors 
as described by Pantus are made as small as possible (e.g., on 
the order of a few inches wide) to prevent the sensor from being 
seen or to enable the sensor to be placed high on a wall. In 
this way, an intruder may not be aware of the sensor or the 
intruder may not be able to tamper with the sensor. Indeed, the 
purpose of the invention disclosed in Pantus is to prevent the 
sensor from being compromised. Due to this small size, a person 
may not, for example, walk though the area delimited by the 
light guides 3-1 and 3-2. 

In view of the above, Pantus does not teach or suggest all 
of the limitations of claims 1, 11 and 14. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 1, 11 and 14 are not 
anticipated by or obvious in view of Pantus. 

Claims 2-10 and 16 - 18 that depend on claim 1, claims 12 
- 13 that depend on claim 11 and claim 15 that depends on claim 
14, also are patentable over Pantus for the reasons set forth 
above. In addition, these dependent claims are patentable over 
Pantus for the additional limitations that the dependent claims 
contain . 
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For example, claims 17 recites, in part, that "the first 
and second planar optical guide elements delimit opposite sides 
of a gangway and are spaced a sufficient distance apart such 
that an entire person may pass between the first and second 
planar optical guide elements." As discussed above Pantus does 
not teach or suggest that optical guides could or should be 
spaced apart such that an entire person may pass between them. 

In addition, claim 18 recites, in part, that "the first and 
second planar optical guide elements are displaced respectively 
from each other so as to delimit a gangway through which • a 
person may pass from a start position, where the person's whole 
body is behind respective first ends of the first and second 
planar optical guide elements, to a second position, where the 
person's whole body is wholly in front of respective second ends 
of the first and second planar optical guide elements." As 
discussed above Pantus does not teach' or suggest that optical 
guides could or should be spaced apart to delimit a gangway 
through which, a person's whole body may pass from a start 
position to a second position as claimed. 

SUMMARY 

In view of the above amendments and remarks it is submitted 
that the claims are patentably distinct over the cited 
references and that all the rejections to the claims have been 
overcome. Reconsideration and reexamination of the above 
Application is therefore respectfully requested. 
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In the event the Examiner is of the opinion that all issues 
in this case have not been resolved, Applicant hereby requests a 
telephone interview with the Examiner to discuss these issues 
before issuance of a final Office action. Accordingly, 
Applicant requests that the Examiner contact Applicant's 
representative at the telephone number listed below in the event 
the Examiner believes a final Office action is warranted. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 
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